This article provides a meta-analytic review of the relationship between the quality of leader-member exchanges (LMX) and citizenship behaviors performed by employees. Results based on 50 independent samples (N ϭ 9,324) indicate a moderately strong, positive relationship between LMX and citizenship behaviors (ϭ .37). The results also support the moderating role of the target of the citizenship behaviors on the magnitude of the LMX-citizenship behavior relationship. As expected, LMX predicted individual-targeted behaviors more strongly than it predicted organizational targeted behaviors ( ϭ .38 vs. ϭ .31), and the difference was statistically significant. Whether the LMX and the citizenship behavior ratings were provided by the same source or not also influenced the magnitude of the correlation between the 2 constructs.
Considerable research has shown that leaders can significantly influence individual, group, and organizational performance (Gerstner & Day, 1997; Judge, Piccolo, & Ilies, 2004; Lowe, Kroeck & Sivasubramaniam, 1996) . Different leadership theories articulate a number of mechanisms through which leaders have such influences (Northouse, 1997) . For example, some focus on the stable dispositions of leaders (e.g., Judge, Bono, Ilies & Gerhardt, 2002) , others examine what leaders actually do (e.g., Bass & Avolio, 1990; Yukl, 1994) , and still others examine how the effectiveness of leader actions depends on situational or contextual factors (Fiedler, 1967; Fiedler & Garcia, 1987; Morgeson, 2005) .
Although the conceptual mechanisms that link leaders to performance are diverse, leadership theories are based on the general assumption that leaders influence performance at some macrolevel through their impact on individuals and groups who contribute to the accomplishment of broader organizational goals. In examining the impact of leaders on individual followers, most leadership researchers tend to focus on the effects of leaders' general behaviors or attitudes toward subordinates, assuming that followers are homogeneous in terms of leader influences or that leaders behave essentially the same way toward all of their subordinates in order to accomplish organizational goals (Dansereau, Graen & Haga, 1975 ). An alternative approach to understanding leaders' influence on individual follower or subordinate effectiveness is through the focus on dyadic relationships between leaders and each of their subordinates (Dansereau et al., 1975) . Originally termed vertical dyad linkage (Dansereau et al., 1975) , leader-member exchange theory differs from other leadership theories by its explicit focus on the dyadic relationship and the unique relationships leaders develop with each follower (Gerstner & Day, 1997; Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995; Liden, Sparrowe, & Wayne, 1997) .
The basic principle of leader-member exchange (LMX) is that leaders develop different types of exchange relationships with their followers and that the quality of these relationships affects important leader and member attitudes and behaviors (Gerstner & Day, 1997; Liden et al., 1997; . Originally developed as an alternative to general leadership style approaches, LMX theory draws from social exchange theory (Blau, 1964) in order to explain the development of dyadic relationships and the linkages between leadership processes and outcomes. In short, social exchange theory suggests that there is a perceived obligation on the part of subordinates to reciprocate high-quality relationships (Blau, 1964; Gouldner, 1960) and that dyadic relationships and work roles are developed or negotiated over time through a series of exchanges (Dienesch & Liden, 1986) . In support of the theory, empirical research indeed has demonstrated that LMX has significant influences on outcomes such as task performance, satisfaction, turnover, and organizational commitment (Gerstner & Day, 1997 ).
Yet another way in which LMX contributes to organizational effectiveness is through the effect that high-quality relationships have on the extent to which employees engage in behaviors beyond their prescribed roles. The importance of such behaviors for organizational effectiveness was recognized by Katz (1964) , who underlined the need for employees' innovative and spontaneous activity beyond their specified roles. C. A. Smith, Organ, and Near (1983) later labeled these employee behaviors "organizational citizenship behaviors." Citizenship behaviors are likely avenues for reciprocation because they reflect discretionary individual behavior that is less likely to be recognized by job descriptions or formal reward systems (Organ, 1988) . In essence, subordinates in higher quality LMX relationships "pay back" their leaders by engaging in citizenship (i.e., discretionary) behaviors that benefit the leader and others in the work setting Settoon, Bennett & Liden, 1996) .
The idea that LMX is related to different types of performance parallels distinctions in the literature between task and citizenship behavior. In the past 20 years, increased attention has been given to describing aspects of individual job performance that fall outside the bounds of traditional conceptualizations of quantity or quality of task performance (see Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Paine, & Bachrach, 2000) . Researchers have adopted a variety of different labels to describe these aspects, including organizational citizenship behavior (Organ, 1988; Smith et al., 1983) , prosocial organizational behavior (Brief & Motowidlo, 1986) , organizational spontaneity (George & Brief, 1992; George & Jones, 1997) , contextual performance (Borman & Motowidlo, 1993; Motowidlo & van Scotter, 1994) , and extrarole behavior (Van Dyne, Cummings, & McLean Parks, 1995; Van Dyne & LePine, 1998) .
It is interesting that although researchers have a considerable understanding of how LMX relates to a host of outcomes, including in-role (task) performance as well as attitudinal variables such as satisfaction with leader and organizational commitment, they have less understanding of how LMX is related to citizenship behavior. For example, the most comprehensive meta-analysis of the LMX literature examined a number of outcomes, including performance ratings, objective performance, overall job satisfaction, satisfaction with supervisor, organizational commitment, role conflict, role clarity, turnover, and member competence (Gerstner & Day, 1997) but did not include organizational citizenship behavior criteria. In a small-scale meta-analysis based on 18 primary studies, Hackett, Farh, Song, and Lapierre (2003) reported a metaanalytic correlation between LMX and citizenship behaviors of .32. These authors also suggested that there were no moderating influences affecting the relationship between the two constructs.
As interest in both LMX and citizenship behaviors at work has increased exponentially in the past 2 decades (see Podsakoff et al., 2000, and Schriesheim, Castro, & Cogliser, 1999) , we believe that a comprehensive meta-analysis that addresses multiple aspects of the relationship between LMX and citizenship behavior via moderator analyses is needed. Such a comprehensive meta-analysis is needed for three primary reasons. First, there appears to be a high degree of variability in empirical estimates from individual studies for the strength of the relationship. For example, Wayne, Shore, Bommer, and Tetrick (2002) found a relatively weak relationship between LMX and citizenship behavior (r ϭ .20) whereas Tekleab and Taylor (2003) found a much stronger relationship (r ϭ .52). Hackett et al. (2003) suggested that this variability can be explained by sampling error and differential reliability. However, these authors included only a small set of studies in their analyses (as we explain in this article, we identified and coded 33 additional studies) and based their conclusion with respect to homogeneity on analyses that did not include the 3 effect sizes (out of 18) that were most different from the mean.
Second, different authors related LMX to different types of citizenship behaviors (e.g., helping, altruism, job dedication). Because LMX may differentially influence specific citizenship behaviors, the type of citizenship behavior examined in particular studies may have influenced the nature and magnitude of the observed relationship with LMX. It is entirely possible that such differential effects explain the variability in empirical estimates of the LMX-citizenship behaviors correlation.
Third, different studies have used various methodologies, including ratings of the relationship between LMX and organizational citizenship behaviors from different rating perspectives (Tierney, Bauer & Potter, 2002; Townsend, Phillips & Elkins, 2000) and different measures with different reliabilities (Janssen & Van Yperen, 2004; Settoon et al., 1996) , and thus the estimates are not directly comparable. Furthermore, it is useful to investigate whether methodological factors, such as the rating source, further moderate the relationship between LMX and individual-and organization-targeted citizenship behaviors.
The goal of the current research is to quantitatively summarize and evaluate the relationship between LMX and citizenship behavior. Hunter and Schmidt (1990) considered meta-analytic findings "the empirical building blocks for theory" (p. 40) and noted that integrative estimates concerning (a) the magnitude of the relationship between constructs and (b) the variability in observed estimates are important for further theory development. The current meta-analysis fills a gap in the literature by estimating both the strength and consistency of the LMX-citizenship behaviors relationship, as well as examining the role of potential moderators such as citizenship targets or dimensions, and the rating perspectives used to collect the construct scores.
Foundations of the LMX and Citizenship Behavior Relationship
High-quality leader-member relationships or exchanges are characterized by high levels of trust, interaction, support, and formal and informal rewards (Dienesch & Liden, 1986) . Such relationships include the exchange of material and nonmaterial goods that extend beyond what is specified in the formal job description Liden & Graen, 1980) . Thus, to reciprocate high LMX relationships, it is likely that subordinates will go beyond required in-role behavior and engage in citizenship behaviors in order to maintain a balanced or equitable social exchange (Wayne et al., 2002) . Hackett et al. (2003) also posited that high-quality LMX should increase organizational citizenship behaviors on the part of subordinates.
Indeed, LMX research has revealed that the quality of the relationship has a positive relationship with the frequency with which followers engage in activities beyond the employment contract (Liden & Graen, 1980; Settoon et al., 1996; Wayne & Green, 1993) . However, as noted, estimates of the strength of the LMXcitizenship behavior relationship have varied considerably. Our first objective was to meta-analytically estimate this relationship at the population level and estimate the extent to which sampling error and differences in the psychometric reliability of the various instruments used in individual studies explain the variability in the primary estimates. On the basis of the literature reviewed previously, we expected to see a moderately strong overall relationship between LMX and citizenship behaviors. Further, we examined moderating influences on this relationship, as one explanation for the variance in the LMX-citizenship behavior relationship is that possible moderators such as target of the behavior or the rating perspectives used to assess the two constructs influence the estimates reported in different empirical studies.
Moderators of the LMX-Citizenship Behavior Relationship
Conceptually, employees' citizenship behaviors at work can be distinguished according to the target of the behavior (Lee & Allen, 2002; Organ & Konovsky, 1989; Williams & Anderson, 1991) .
Individual-targeted behaviors are those that immediately benefit specific individuals and indirectly benefit the organization. The dimension of individual-targeted behaviors subsumes helping behaviors as well as other positive cooperative behaviors (e.g., altruism and courtesy) and interpersonal facilitation (see Podsakoff et al., 2000) . Organizational-targeted behaviors, on the other hand, focus on and benefit the organization (Williams & Anderson, 1991) . This dimension includes creative and innovative behaviors, and behaviors indicative of organizational loyalty, compliance, conscientiousness, civic virtue, and job dedication (see Podsakoff et al., 2000 , for a comprehensive list of extrarole dimensions).
When assessing the validity of various predictors of citizenship behaviors, one needs to distinguish between dimensions that reflect different types of behavior and to consider the thematic correspondence between predictors and these behavioral dimensions. For example, when examining the relationship between general job attitudes and behavior at work, Organ (1994) expected such attitudes (e.g., job satisfaction) to "predict aggregations of thematically related (as opposed to topographically similar) behaviors" (p. 465). Extending this argument to the effect of LMX on work behavior, we proposed that LMX more strongly predicts thematically related behaviors when the theme that underlies behavior is aligned with the inherently interpersonal nature of LMX. Therefore, we expected that LMX would be more strongly related to individual-targeted citizenship behaviors. Our expectation for this relationship paralleled research examining the relationship between impersonal support received by employees and citizenship behavior. For example, Kaufman, Stamper, and Tesluk (2001) found stronger relationships between perceived organizational support and organizational-targeted behaviors. Furthermore, existing meta-analytic evidence supports such differential effects of organizational support on the two types of citizenship behavior (Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002) .
In sum, because LMX is interpersonal, we expected to see a stronger effect on individual-targeted citizenship behaviors than on organizational-targeted citizenship behaviors. This expectation was based on the notion that employees reciprocate the support and rewards from the supervisor by performing citizenship behaviors that benefit the supervisor and, because citizenship behaviors are not part of the formal reward system, they may, in turn, be informally rewarded through LMX. Thus, individual-targeted citizenship behaviors-targeted either directly at the supervisor or at coworkers whose performance is important to the supervisorrepresent an avenue for the employee to deliver outcomes that benefit his or her supervisor (Wayne & Green, 1993) . We expected to see a weaker link between LMX and organizational-targeted citizenship behaviors because organizational-targeted citizenship behaviors do not result in a direct (or immediate) benefit to the supervisor and thus these behaviors are less likely to be used by employees to maintain a balanced or equitable social exchange with their supervisors.
Methodological moderators of the relationship between LMX and citizenship behaviors potentially include the rating perspective and publication status of the study reporting the correlation. In their meta-analysis, Gerstner and Day (1997) found support for the moderating role of the rating perspective on the relationships between LMX and its correlates. Following Gerstner and Day, we expected the relationships between LMX and citizenship behavior to be stronger when both constructs were measured with the same source because of common source bias. In addition, we investigated whether the publication status of the study (published or unpublished) influenced the magnitude of the primary correlation on an exploratory basis.
Method

Literature Search
An extensive literature search was conducted to identify both published and unpublished reports that examined the relationship between LMX and citizenship behaviors. The articles were identified through several methods, including electronic searches of the PsychINFO (1887-2005) database. To be inclusive, we conducted a broad search using the keywords vertical dyad linkage, dyad and leader, LMX, and leader-member exchange. The search identified 329 articles. The electronic search was supplemented with a manual search of reference lists of key empirical and theoretical articles as well as reference sections from chapters on leadership and citizenship behaviors and prior meta-analyses. In addition, we conducted a manual search for in-press articles at the Journal of Applied Psychology, Academy of Management Journal, and Leadership Quarterly, and through all the articles published in Leadership Quarterly. Finally, we contacted several authors active in this research area to obtain unpublished studies or conference papers.
Inclusion Criteria
The abstracts obtained from the electronic search were reviewed for appropriate content and considered for inclusion in the meta-analysis. After reading through the abstracts, we excluded studies without data and studies that did not examine the relationship of LMX to citizenship behaviors. From this review, a population of 116 studies was selected for further consideration. We read each of these studies, as well as studies selected via manual searches, to determine whether the study should be included in the meta-analysis. Decision rules used to determine which studies to include in the meta-analysis were whether the study investigated the LMXcitizenship behavior relationship and whether the study reported sufficient results to calculate an effect size for the relationship. We also contacted authors to obtain data necessary to calculate an effect size if it appeared that such data were collected but were not reported in the study. Fifty-one studies, which included 50 independent samples (2 studies used the same sample), met the inclusion criteria; these studies provided a total of 140 correlations between LMX and citizenship behaviors.
Coding
Data necessary to calculate the effect size for the relationships of interest were coded from the studies as was information such as rating perspective (same vs. different source) and the publication status of the report (published or unpublished). For the overall analysis, we included a unique estimate from each of the 50 samples, with a combined sample size of 9,324. For studies that provided multiple estimates (e.g., correlations between LMX and organizational-targeted citizenship behaviors and between LMX and individual-targeted citizenship behaviors) or the two studies that used the same sample, we combined these estimates into a single correlation using the composites formula when possible or averaging the estimates (e.g., when correlations among dimensions were not provided).
For the moderator analyses, we categorized the primary estimates into categories according to the expected moderator variables, and we then conducted separate meta-analyses for each of the moderator categories. First, we categorized the correlations into individual-and organizationaltargeted behaviors. We defined individual-targeted behaviors as behaviors reflecting altruism, helping, courtesy, interpersonal facilitation, and orga-nizational citizenship behaviors benefiting specific individuals. Organizational-targeted behaviors were defined as creativity, innovativeness, and organizational citizenship behaviors that benefit the entire organization. Measures of conscientiousness, sportsmanship, compliance, job dedication, civic virtue, and change-oriented organizational citizenship behaviors (i.e., identifying and implementing organizational changes in methods, policies, and procedures) were also categorized as organizationaltargeted behaviors. We relied on definitions of the dimensions of citizenship behaviors provided by Podsakoff, MacKenzie and Hui (1993) and Podsakoff et al. (2000) and on research demonstrating that altruism and courtesy load together on a second-order helping dimension (MacKenzie, Podsakoff, & Paine, 1999; Podsakoff & MacKenzie, 1994) to aid us in this categorization. Correlations representing a combination of individual-and organizational-targeted behaviors or including general contextual performance were not used for this moderator analysis. We also did not classify safety citizenship behaviors, communal social capital investment behavior (i.e., contributions to the communal social capital of an organization, including information sharing, trustworthy behavior, and helping behavior), and voice. In all, we included 27 independent correlations between LMX and individual-targeted citizenship behavior (N ϭ 5,296) and 21 correlations between LMX and organizational-targeted citizenship behavior (N ϭ 4,119).
Although we tried to make our coding procedures as objective and clear as possible, some discretion was required in classifying the studies into the moderator categories, as is the case in all meta-analyses. On the basis of the definitions of individual-and organizational-targeted citizenship behaviors provided above, Jennifer D. Nahrgang and Frederick P. Morgeson categorized the primary correlation into the two categories. The coders agreed on 64 of 67 cases, which resulted in an interrater agreement percentage of 96% and an interrater reliability of .90. The disagreements were solved through discussion with Remus Ilies.
Similarly, we coded the primary correlations according to the rating perspective used to measure the predictors and criteria, which resulted in the inclusion of 38 independent correlations between constructs measured from different perspectives and 18 correlations between constructs rated by the same rater. For the large majority of the studies reporting differentsource correlations, leaders rated the citizenship behaviors of their followers and followers rated LMX; followers provided most of the same-source correlations. Finally, we coded the data according to the publication status of the study; 22 correlations were provided by unpublished reports, whereas 28 correlations were reported in published studies.
Meta-Analysis Procedures
Using the Schmidt-Hunter psychometric meta-analysis method (Hunter & Schmidt, 1990) , we conducted a meta-analytic review that cumulated across studies the reported correlations between LMX and citizenship behaviors. We first corrected the primary estimates (correlations from individual samples) for measurement error in both the predictor and the criterion scores using the internal consistency reliability. The large majority of studies provided the reliabilities of the measured scores that we used to compute the reported correlations. For the few cases in which reliability was not provided, we used the average value across the other studies. The observed variance was corrected for sampling error and differential reliabilities.
To describe variability in the meta-analytic estimates, we reported 80% credibility intervals and 90% confidence intervals around the estimated population correlations. Confidence intervals provide an estimate of the variability around the estimated mean correlation; a 90% confidence interval (around a positive value) excluding zero indicates that one can be 95% confident that the average true score correlation is larger than zero (less than 5% are zero or less and a maximum of 5% are larger than the upper bound of the interval). Credibility intervals provide an estimate of the variability of individual correlations across studies; an 80% credibility interval excluding zero indicates that at least 90% of the individual correlations in the meta-analysis were greater than zero (for positive correlations, fewer than 10% are zero or less and a maximum of 10% lie beyond the upper bound of the interval). Thus, confidence intervals estimate variability in the meta-analytic correlation, whereas credibility intervals estimate variability in the individual (primary) correlations across the samples included in the respective analysis. Table 1 presents the meta-analysis results for the overall relationship between LMX and citizenship behaviors as well as the results of the moderator analyses. As expected, the overall analysis revealed that LMX was positively related to citizenship behaviors and that the relationship was moderately strong ( ϭ .37). Neither the credibility interval nor the confidence interval included zero. Sampling error and differential reliability accounted for 31.4% of the variance in the primary estimates, which suggests that moder- Note. Categories indicating the target of the behavior (individuals vs. organization) and the rating perspective (same vs. different perspective) are not mutually exclusive. Not all correlations could be categorized according to the target of the behavior (e.g., correlations involving overall citizenship behavior or contextual performance measures) and to the rating perspective (several studies provided correlations based on behavioral scores that were computed as the average of leader and member ratings). Therefore, the overall meta-analytic estimate is not directly comparable to the estimates for individual-and organization-targeted behaviors. k ϭ number of correlations; ϭ true score correlation; SD ϭ standard deviation of true score correlation; CV ϭ credibility interval; CI ϭ confidence interval.
Results
ating effects may have been present in the data (Hunter & Schmidt, 1990) . Indeed, the results support the moderating role of the target of the behavior on the magnitude of the LMX-citizenship behaviors relationship. That is, as we predicted, individual-targeted behaviors are more strongly correlated with LMX than are organization-targeted behaviors ( ϭ .38 vs. ϭ .31). The standard deviation of the true score correlations was smaller for organizational-targeted behaviors, but it was not much different for individual-targeted behaviors, (SD ϭ .07 and SD ϭ .12, respectively) compared with the overall analysis (SD ϭ .11). A Hotelling-Williams test, recommended when comparing nonindependent correlations that share a variable (see Steiger, 1980) , showed that the two correlations were significantly different from each other. Whether LMX and citizenship behavior ratings were provided by the same source substantially influenced the meta-analytic correlation between the two constructs: The estimate for samesource ratings was ϭ .54, whereas the meta-analytic correlation between these constructs was ϭ .32 when different raters provided the two construct scores. The standard deviation of the true score correlation decreased when we considered only differentsource estimates (SD ϭ .08, compared with SD ϭ.11 for the overall analysis); the variability in the estimates provided by the same source was higher (SD ϭ .18).
Finally, the publication status of the report that provided the primary estimates had no effect on the magnitude of the metaanalytic correlation in that the true score correlations in the two categories were exactly the same ( ϭ .37). Furthermore, the standard deviation of the true score correlation did not decrease in any of the two moderated categories (SD ϭ .12 for unpublished studies and SD ϭ .11 for published studies, compared with SD ϭ .11 across both categories). This result does not support the general file-drawer hypothesis that unpublished reports are more likely to have null or weak results, compared with published studies.
Hierarchical moderator analyses can investigate whether the effects of LMX on individual-and organization-targeted citizenship behaviors are further moderated by methodological factors and whether the moderating effect of the citizenship behavior target is confounded with other methodological moderating effects. For example, confounding would occur if most of the correlations between LMX and individual-targeted citizenship behaviors involved ratings from the same source and most correlations with organization-targeted behaviors involved ratings from different sources. Therefore, we examined whether the rating source factor further moderated the effects of LMX on individual-and organization-targeted citizenship behaviors (the publication status of the study did not influence the effect of LMX on citizenship behaviors).
Whether the predictor and the outcome were rated by the same or different sources impacted both the relationship between LMX and individual-targeted citizenship behaviors, ϭ .52, SD ϭ .22 (k ϭ 10) and ϭ .34, SD ϭ .08 (k ϭ 22) for same and different source, respectively, and the relationship between LMX and organization-targeted citizenship behaviors, ϭ .44, SD ϭ .15 (k ϭ 5) and ϭ .29, SD ϭ .04 (k ϭ 17) for same and different source, respectively, in the same way that the rating perspective influenced the overall relationship. It is important to note that the moderating effects of the rating source and the behavior target were not confounded, as the effect of LMX on individual-targeted citizenship behaviors was larger than the effect on organizationtargeted behaviors regardless of whether the two constructs were rated by the same source or not.
Discussion
We sought to meta-analytically summarize the relationship between LMX and citizenship behavior. Overall, we found a meaningful relationship, with a population correlation of .37. The magnitude of this relationship was similar to the previously metaanalytically summarized relationship between LMX and task performance. That is, Gerstner and Day (1997) reported an observed (i.e., not corrected for imperfect reliability) overall correlation of .32 (see their Table 3 , p. 833; Gerstner and Day, 1997, did not provide a true score overall meta-analytic estimate), which is identical to our observed overall correlation (see Table 1 ). Thus, LMX does not seem to be a stronger predictor of more discretionary aspects of job performance, compared with in-role task performance. However, the more important implications of our study do not rest on comparing these validities. We believe that our finding that LMX predicts citizenship behaviors moderately strongly has important implications for calibrating the predictive efficacy of LMX theory. That is, to the extent that the positive outcomes of employees' citizenship behaviors and of their task performance are not completely overlapping, the fact that LMX predicts citizenship behaviors as strongly as it predicts task performance suggests that the benefits associated with high-quality leader-member exchanges exceed what has been suggested by the validity of LMX in predicting task performance alone.
More generally, our findings suggest that both required and discretionary behaviors should be considered when studying leadership in organizations, and criteria reflecting both types of behavior (i.e., task performance and organizational citizenship performance) should be used to calibrate the validity of different leadership theories or to compare leadership theories among each other in terms of validity. Furthermore, it is entirely possible that some leadership theories (such as LMX) are more effective in predicting organizational citizenship behaviors than others. Investigating such issues empirically is likely to provide fruitful avenues for future leadership research.
Our moderator analyses helped to further clarify the nature of the LMX-citizenship behavior relationship. The fact that LMX was more strongly related to individual-targeted than to organizational-targeted citizenship behaviors further supports the relational focus of LMX and indicates that reciprocation is more likely to occur in the interpersonal as opposed to organizational realm. The differential effects of LMX on the two types of citizenship behavior documented herein contribute to the general literature on organizational citizenship behavior by offering metaanalytic support for the distinction between individual-and organizational-targeted citizenship behaviors. Because the distinction between dimensions of citizenship behavior has recently been questioned (LePine, Erez, & Johnson, 2002) , we believe this is an important contribution. Furthermore, our results are entirely consistent, conceptually, with the differential validities of perceived organizational support (arguably, the "organizational" equivalent of LMX; see Kaufman et al., 2001) in predicting interpersonal and organizational citizenship behaviors reported by Rhoades and Eisenberger (2002) in their meta-analysis of the antecedents and outcomes of perceived organizational support ( ϭ .22 and ϭ .28 with individual-and organization-targeted behaviors, respectively).
Our results concerning the differential validity of LMX in predicting interpersonal and organizational citizenship behaviors, coupled with the meta-analytic results reported by Rhoades and Eisenberger (2002) , suggest that the interpersonal-organizational distinction is important for calibrating the effect of social exchanges on employee behaviors at work and have important implications for theory and practice. First, these results suggest that distinct processes may explain employees' engagement in individual-and organizational-targeted citizenship behaviors. Following this distinction, it is likely that interpersonal personality traits (agreeableness) and satisfaction facets (satisfaction with coworkers) are more strongly related to interpersonal citizenship behaviors, whereas more impersonal traits (conscientiousness) and satisfaction facets (e.g., satisfaction with promotions or pay) more strongly predict organizational-targeted behaviors. Second, our results suggest that managers should pay special attention to the quality of the supervisor-supervisee relationships and other interpersonal constructs (e.g., positive affect, satisfaction with coworkers) in organizations in which cooperation, helping, and altruism are important for organizational effectiveness (e.g., in team-based organizations).
The results of the present meta-analytic research suggest at least two additional avenues for future research on LMX and citizenship behavior. First, we grouped citizenship behaviors into those targeted at the individual or the organization. Another possibility is to focus on very specific types of citizenship behaviors that are targeted to specific organizational and supervisor needs or values. For example, Hofmann, Morgeson, and Gerras (2003) focused on safety citizenship behaviors in the context of a high-risk environment. They found that when supervisors valued safety, subordinates in high-quality relationships were more likely to engage in safety citizenship behaviors. This follows from the social exchange basis of LMX in that subordinates reciprocate in a way that is consistent with a leader's values. Attention to more specific behaviors and supervisor values is likely to enhance LMX theory and empirical results.
Second, Liden and Maslyn (1998) identified four distinct aspects of LMX: affect, loyalty, contribution, and professional respect. Notwithstanding the relatively high intercorrelations among these aspects (Maslyn & Uhl-Bien, 2001 ), a more differentiated conceptualization of LMX, coupled with a more complex consideration of citizenship behavior, may yield greater understanding and predictive efficacy. For example, it is likely that the contribution aspect of the leader-member relationship (which reflects the amount of effort expended toward mutual goals) will be a stronger predictor of citizenship behavior than will loyalty and professional respect, in part because citizenship behavior reflects effort expended beyond one's normal role requirements. Similarly, following Hackett et al. (2003) , who suggested that the LMX-citizenship behavior link is likely of a preponderantly affective nature, we would predict that the affect dimension of LMX (along with contribution) should be a strong predictor of citizenship behaviors, relative to other dimensions. Data from five studies that report correlations between three LMX dimensions and citizenship behavior suggest support for these predictions (the meta-analytic correlations were .50, .48, and .42 for affect, contribution, and loyalty, respectively), but these results should be viewed with caution because of the relatively small combined sample size (k ϭ 5, N ϭ 1,258) and the substantial variability across these studies. Furthermore, as another example, it is likely that the affective component of LMX will be most strongly related to interpersonal helping, given that positive affect leads to helping (Ilies, Scott, & Judge, 2006; Spector & Fox, 2002) .
In sum, in this article we provide a meta-analytic estimate of the relationship between LMX and citizenship behaviors and also provide support for the moderating effect of the citizenship behaviors target (individual vs. organizational) as well as document some methodological moderating effects. In doing so, we contribute to the leadership literature by providing the first population estimate for the general LMX-citizenship behaviors link based on a comprehensive meta-analysis. Further, our results supporting differential effects of LMX on interpersonal-and organizationaltargeted behavior offer meta-analytic evidence for the distinctiveness of the two types of citizenship behavior and therefore contribute to the general literature on social exchanges and organizational citizenship. Finally, we certainly hope that our findings and discussion will lead to interesting and important future research endeavors.
